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Background 
The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) estimates that roughly 22,000 species 
worldwide are threatened with extinction (IUCN, 2014). This number is predicted to increase due to 
the impacts of human activities (Sala et al., 2000), but also as more species are described and have 
their extinction risk assessed. As a consequence of the extinction of species, intergovernmental 
policies and agreements have been developed to conserve biological diversity, including the 
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), which has three main objectives: (1) conservation of 
biological diversity, (2) sustainable use of the components of biological diversity and (3) fair and 
equitable sharing of the benefits arising out of the utilization of genetic resources (Convention on 
Biological Diversity, 2003).  
 
What is biodiversity? The term ‘biodiversity‘ is a contraction of ‘biological diversity‘ and is meant to 
capture the structural, functional or taxonomic heterogeneity of biology (Sarkar, 2008). The term 
was coined by Walter G. Rosen in 1986 (Sarkar, 2002) and its global legal framework defined by the 
CBD in 1992 (United Nations Environment Programme, 1992). The CBD define biodiversity as “the 
variability among living organisms from all sources including, inter alia, terrestrial, marine, and other 
aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of which they are a part; this includes diversity 
within species, between species and of ecosystems” (Convention on Biological Diversity, 2003).  
The term ‘biodiversity’ is inherently connected to the term ‘conservation biology’, which 
encompasses a social goal i.e. to conserve biodiversity. The concept of biodiversity thus has a 
normative component, along with scientific and descriptive components (Sarkar, 2008, Callicott et 
al., 1999, Norton, 1987). There are also normative decisions surrounding what components of 
biodiversity should be conserved (Sarkar, 2002). Justifications for conserving biodiversity range from 
biodiversity possessing intrinsic values (i.e. biodiversity has values ‘in and for itself’) to instrumental 
values (i.e. considered valuable by humans such as harvested forest products or species with 
medicinal values, Justus et al., 2009, Maguire and Justus, 2008, Norton, 1987, Minteer and Miller, 
2011).  
Biodiversity indicators are defined by the CBD to be “information tools that summarise data on 
complex and sometimes conflicting issues to indicate the overall status and trends of biodiversity” 
(Convention on Biological Diversity, 2003). Such indicators are employed to motivate changes in land 
use and management, and to assess the response of biodiversity to policy interventions and other 
actions (Butchart et al., 2010). Consequently, biodiversity indicators are a key component of efforts 
to mitigate biodiversity loss. Given the multiplicity of biodiversity, it can be measured in numerous 
ways (Sarkar and Margules, 2002, Caillon and Degeorges, 2007) and therefore no single indicator will 
likely describe biodiversity as a whole. 
 
A range of criteria have been developed for appraising indicators (Heink and Kowarik, 2010b) 
including their feasibility, efficiency, responsiveness, timeliness, relevance and effectiveness 
(Gregory et al., 2005, Benedek, 2014, Lamb et al., 2009). One of the key criteria for indicators is that 
they are fit for purpose (Mace and Baillie, 2007, Vačkářa et al., 2012, Jones et al., 2011). Therefore, 
biodiversity indicators must measure the right things, as determined by the objective of the 
indicator or the purpose for which it will be applied (Mace and Baillie, 2007). Biodiversity indicators 
should also reflect the norms, values and goals of society and the ethical motivations for 
conservation (Minteer and Miller, 2011, Robertson and Hull, 2001). However, such normative 
components are inherently difficult to measure objectively (Heink and Kowarik, 2010a). 
In this chapter we: (a) identify a core set of criteria for reviewing indicators, (b) critically review a 
suite of popular indicators according to these criteria, and (c) identify ways to improve the extent to 
which indicators are fit for purpose.  
 
We conducted an extensive literature search to compile a representative sample of the biodiversity 
indicators that are in current use. The literature search was performed using ISI Web of Knowledge 
and Google Scholar in March 2014. Search terms included ‘biodiversity assessment’, ‘biodiversity 
indicator’, ‘biodiversity index’ and ‘biodiversity tool’. An effort was made to search for biodiversity 
indicators from all continents by combining the above search terms with country names. This 
exhaustive process revealed that there was a small set of distinct biodiversity indicators, which have 
been applied across numerous continents. The five indicators chosen for evaluation (Table 1) were 
selected because they: a) are focussed on biodiversity assessment; b) are measured at a national 
scale or above; c) are documented in the peer-reviewed literature; d) cover a wide range of 
biodiversity components among them (e.g. particular taxa through to whole ecosystems); and e) 
have distinct characteristics to the other indicators selected for review. 
 
Table 1 The biodiversity indicators reviewed, with example applications and key references. 
Indicator Example applications Key references 
Red List Index (RLI)  Status and trends of extinction risk 
of bird species 
 Status of grasslands in Japan 
(Butchart et al., 2004, Butchart et 
al., 2007)  
(Koyanagi and Furukawa, 2013) 
Living Planet Index (LPI)  Global vertebrate abundance 
 
(Collen et al., 2009, Loh et al., 
2005) 
Nature Index (NI)  Ecosystems of Norway (Certain et al., 2011) 
(Skarpaas et al., 2012) 
Natural Capital Index (NCI)  Vegetation of Hungary (Czúcz et al., 2012) 
Wild Bird Index (WBI)  Farmland birds in United Kingdom 
 Birds of European countries 
(Gregory et al., 2004) 
(Gregory and van Strien, 2010) 
 
The biodiversity indicators were reviewed according to their: (1) objective and utility, (2) 
representativeness of biodiversity and (3) quality of information. Given the multiple 
conceptualisations, perceptions and possible measurements of biodiversity, appraising the level of 
'fit' of indicators to their intended purpose requires appraisal from diverse viewpoints. We framed a 
specific perspective to reflect that commonly held by ecological scientists, who typically seek to 
accurately quantify changes in biodiversity. In contrast, we framed the general perspective to reflect 
that of policy makers and the general public who might be interested in only the general trajectory 
of biodiversity change.  
 
  
Indicators have diverse objectives, but largely unknown utility 
All of the indicators were established with normative objectives in mind: to communicate changes to 
policy-makers and the general public in order to raise awareness of biodiversity loss. The NCI is also 
noted to have the capacity to achieve a specific normative objective at a local scale of “improving 
the sense of place” (Czúcz et al., 2012). Typically, reference is made to international policy, such as 
the CBD, multi-country policies such as the European Union Common Agriculture Policy (Gregory et 
al., 2005) and national-level policies. To be policy relevant and meaningful, indicators ideally should 
be related to policy targets (Dennis et al., 2009). For example, the LPI, WBI and the RLI are 
connected to CBD Target 41, the RLI is connected to CBD Target 122 and a national application of the 
RLI to Australian birds demonstrated potential utility for reporting on CBD Target 133 (Szabo et al., 
2012).  
One of the key attributes of effective biodiversity indicators is that they are easily understood and 
amenable to clear presentation (Gregory et al., 2005, Normander et al., 2012). The WBI is an 
example of an indicator that has influenced national-level policy (Gregory et al., 2004, Aebischer et 
al., 2000, Chamberlain et al., 2000) and this has been attributed to the synthesis of scientific data 
into a simple, understandable and meaningful presentation (Gregory et al., 2004). Typically, the 
indicators are reported as a proportional change or on an ordinal scale (e.g. a dimensionless quantity 
between 0 and 100) to enhance communication. The 'apparency' of taxa used in an indicator (i.e. 
whether their decline is noticed by the public) and responsiveness to changes in management is also 
important for effective communication. The extent that indicators are understood can thus be 
enhanced through engaging the public in the collation of information underpinning an indicator. This 
so-called 'citizen science', where volunteers collect and/or process data as part of a scientific enquiry 
(Silvertown, 2009, Tulloch et al., 2013), is particularly helpful for addressing questions that have a 
large spatial or temporal scope, such as biodiversity loss (Bonney et al., 2009). Citizen scientists have 
contributed to bird species population monitoring across extensive regions in Europe allowing the 
development of indicators for birds, including the WBI (Gregory et al., 2005). The WBI is an example 
                                                          
1 By 2020, at the latest, governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps to achieve or 
have implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and have kept the impacts of use of 
natural resources well within safe ecological limits. 
2 By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their conservation status, 
particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and sustained. 
3 By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and of wild relatives, 
including other socio-economically as well as culturally valuable species, is maintained, and strategies have 
been developed and implemented for minimizing genetic erosion and safeguarding their genetic diversity. 
of how the communication to the public and the media of the changes observed was enhanced 
through the process of engaging citizens in the collation of data.  
To be easily communicated, indicators must simplify complex patterns, processes and phenomena. 
From an ecological perspective, the objective of the five biodiversity indicators reviewed can be 
classified in three ways: (a) to measure change over time only (RLI), (b) to measure the current 
‘state’ relative to a baseline (NI and NCI) or (c) to measure change both over time and relative to a 
baseline (WBI and LPI). An important aspect of the utility of an indicator is whether this information 
can then be disaggregated (that is, separated into sub-categories or component data for further 
evaluation), particularly to allow the underlying drivers of change or impacts of policy and 
management to be evaluated.  
All of the indicators reviewed have the stated capacity to be disaggregated. Data on habitat extent 
and quality is used to populate the NI and NCI and thus the results for these indicators are inherently 
connected to habitat conversion and degradation. The documentation for the NI suggests 
disaggregation be to the level of ecosystems rather than particular locations (Certain et al., 2011). 
The WBI can also be disaggregated to particular habitat types and has been used to evaluate 
agricultural policy in the United Kingdom (Gregory et al., 2004). Subsets of species for which 
extinction risk has changed most rapidly according to the RLI can be identified and hence important 
threatening processes can be inferred (Butchart et al., 2004, Szabo et al., 2012). The RLI has been 
used for assessing the effectiveness of CITES (the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, Bubb et al., 2009) and for differentiating the impacts of African 
protected areas policies (Nicholson et al., 2012). The LPI has been tested by assessing the impact of 
fisheries policies and was found to exhibit counter-intuitive behaviour due to over-representation of 
some taxonomic and functional groups in the indicator (Collen et al., 2013), and contrasting impacts 
of policies on different groups caused by trophic interactions (Nicholson et al., 2012). As only a 
handful of analyses such as these have been undertaken, it is possible that the stated capacity for 
disaggregation (and hence the utility of the indicators) might be different to the realised capacity.  
A key criterion of an indicator is the capacity for users to assess the significance of changes relative 
to a baseline (OECD, 2003). All of the indicators reviewed, with the exception of the RLI, measure a 
change in state or trends relative to a baseline. For aggregated measures of biodiversity (i.e. the NI 
and NCI), there are challenges associated with choosing accurate baselines for all the components of 
biodiversity being evaluated.  
The choice of baseline is important to facilitate comparisons and to obtain an accurate assessment 
of change (Bull et al., 2014). In terms of reference year, the length of the temporal sequence and 
when the observation commences relative to fluctuations in the data will be important. For 
example, for a given hypothetical indicator, if the reference year was prior to agricultural 
industrialization, then it may show a decline to the present time (Figure 1a), if it was at the height of 
human-induced modification, it may show no change to the present (Figure 1b) and if it was at a 
period of slowing modifications it may show a small increase to the present (Figure 1c). Thus, the 
choice of reference year ultimately determines whether changes are observed and therefore the 
usefulness of the indicator for informing or assessing policy. Across and within all indicators, there is 
however no common reference year as the choice of baseline is determined by data availability (e.g. 
1970 for the LPI) or by experts (as is the case for the NCI). This limits the extent to which 
comparisons can be made among areas, with the documentation for the NCI explicitly expressing 
caution in relation to comparing regions with different baselines (Czúcz et al., 2012). 
 
Figure 1. Impact of the reference year used to calculate a biodiversity index. Using an historical reference is 
likely to show a decline in biodiversity (a), whereas more recent years are likely to show smaller decreases (b), 
or increases (c) due to minor variations among years. 
The choice of reference state for data on habitat quantity and quality is heavily reliant on expert 
assessment, and as such there is potential for ambiguity. For the NI and NCI, the reference state is 
assumed to be a ‘pristine’ or ‘intact’ state (e.g. for the NI it is a hypothetical undisturbed or 
sustainably-managed ecosystem). These notions are dynamic in relation to societal preferences and 
values and what is feasible to achieve (Hobbs and Norton, 1996). Important questions in relation to 
choice of reference state is “How does the ‘ideal’ state of an ecosystem differ among parts of 
society?” and “Is it feasible to return to the reference state?” 
It is likely that there will be variation in the response of biodiversity to different drivers of change, 
with some species declining, some improving and some species displaying an intermediate response. 
Indicators should be sufficiently sensitive to detect these changes and thus explicitly account for and 
distinguish natural fluctuations that can arise due to seasonal variations or longer-term 
environmental phenomena (e.g. due to changes in the Southern Oscillation Index, Gregory et al., 
2005). The WBI notes procedures for controlling natural fluctuations and this is achieved coarsely by 
smoothing the trend lines. However, mean trends (as delivered by the LPI, WBI and RLI) can hide 
substantial declines for some species if the majority of species are not declining. In the UK 
application of the WBI, a mean index was created by combining the species trends on a geometric 
scale, so that doubling of one species' index is balanced by halving of another (Gregory et al., 2004). 
As a result, the WBI will detect no change when half of the species increase, while the other half 
decrease, and upward trends could mask substantial declines in several species. In the case of the 
RLI, slow declines of common species are not well captured and recently-evaluated species may 
introduce bias (Szabo et al., 2012). While the impacts of using mean trends is not a stated limitation 
of the aggregated indicators (i.e. NI and NCI), it is possible that the impact is greatest for these types 
of indicators.  
Only a limited subset of biodiversity is measured 
Biodiversity is a complex and multidimensional concept that has to be estimated using surrogates, 
which are assumed to represent the distributions and trends in other components of biodiversity. 
The choice of biodiversity surrogate is driven by the availability of appropriate monitoring data. 
Consequently, there is a potential for bias, either explicitly or implicitly, towards commonly-surveyed 
taxa (e.g. birds, mammals and butterflies Boakes et al., 2010). Indeed, the biodiversity indicators 
reviewed that are focused on specific taxa are biased towards birds and mammals (RLI, WBI and LPI). 
There is also variation in the relative abundance of species that are included ranging from 
threatened species (for the RLI), common species (for the WBI) or a combination (for the LPI and 
NCI). For the WBI, common birds were employed as they were identified as being diverse, 
widespread and mobile, high in the food chain and responsive to environmental change (Gregory 
and van Strien, 2010). For the LPI, it is asserted that population trends for species may act as a proxy 
indicator for the state of the ecosystem that the species inhabits and by inference wider biodiversity 
(Loh et al., 2005). By assessing the ecosystem as a whole (in terms of habitat quantity and quality), 
the NCI and NI may be more representative of biodiversity than species-based indicators. 
The indicators reviewed mainly focus on terrestrial birds and mammals and therefore account for 
only a small proportion of total biodiversity (Figure 2). Ecologists have long debated the issue of 
whether single taxa should be used to make conservation decisions (Franklin, 1993). Different types 
of species have been theorised including ‘ecological indicators’ that respond to stressors, ‘keystones’ 
upon which a large part of a community’s diversity depends, ‘umbrellas’ that if protected will 
conserve a suite of species, ‘flagships’ that are charismatic and can motivate political and societal 
change, and ‘vulnerables’ that are prone to extinction in human-dominated landscapes (Noss, 1990). 
However, there is limited evidence that a small subset of taxa can capture the breadth of 
biodiversity and may do no better than a random subset (Andelman and Fagan, 2000). For example, 
vertebrates have been found to be poor predictors of the distribution of plants and plants to be poor 
predictors of invertebrates (Oliver et al., 1998). Basing trend assessments on the abundance of 
common species may mask changes for vulnerable species. General rules for surrogacy are yet to be 
found (Lewandowski et al., 2010, Grantham et al., 2010, Margules and Sarkar, 2007) but existing 
evidence suggests that birds and mammals alone are unlikely to provide useful surrogates for all of 
biodiversity. Ecosystem indicators, which measure habitat extent and quality, may overcome some 
surrogacy issues since habitat area is a well-established predictor of biodiversity (MacArthur and 
Wilson, 1967). However, the relationship between biodiversity and habitat quality is still poorly 
defined and understood (Fischer and Lindenmayer, 2007). 
  
Figure 2. The number of described species for different taxa (number shown in brackets) (IUCN, 2014). The 
IUCN Red List, on which the RLI is derived, has assessed 76,000 and the goal is to extend this to 160,000 
species by 2020. 
 
There is little evidence that other cultural, ecological or evolutionary processes are embodied in the 
indicators, the exception being the NI, which when applied in Norway included ecosystem services 
(Certain et al., 2011). Abundant species are noted in the LPI to influence provisioning and regulating 
services provided by ecosystems (Collen et al., 2013), although this relationship was not quantified. 
For several of the indicators (LPI, NI and NCI), biodiverse ecosystems are assumed to be more 
resistant (e.g. to invasion by introduced species) and resilient (i.e. will recover after disturbance, 
(Certain et al., 2011, Collen et al., 2013, Czúcz et al., 2012). However, the role that biodiversity plays 
in delivering these values is poorly understood (Folke et al., 2004, Hooper et al., 2012) and it is 
argued by some that these values could be provided by simplified ecosystems (Kareiva et al., 2007, 
Worm et al., 2006, Isbell et al., 2011). 
A broader ecological view would be to survey change in population abundance for a representative 
range of animals, plants and fungi from marine, freshwater and terrestrial environments. This is the 
approach taken for the Sampled Red List Index (Butchart et al., 2007). The sampled approach to the 
Red List Index (Butchart et al., 2007) was developed in order to determine the threat status and 
trends of lesser-known and less charismatic species groups in an attempt to provide a more broadly 
representative picture of biodiversity change. The index is based on a representative sample of 
1,500 species selected for a number of taxonomic groups within vertebrates, invertebrates, plants 
and fungi. Furthermore, although indicators are driven by current data availability, they could be 
more targeted in the future as this is the rationale for the development of a consolidated set of 
variables referred to as the Essential Biodiversity Variables (EBVs, Pereira et al., 2013). The EBVs 
align with CBD targets and comprise measures of genetic composition, species composition and 
traits, community composition, and ecosystem structure and function. The indicators reviewed here 
are largely relevant to the candidate EBV classes of species population (RLI, LPI, WBI), and ecosystem 
structure and function (NCI, NI), with some relevance to genetic composition in the case of the RLI.  
There is a tension between the quality and coverage of information 
A desired quality of biodiversity indicators is that they are scientifically sound, being based on 
verifiable data that has been collected using standard methods, with known accuracy and precision 
(Dennis et al., 2009). Furthermore, accurate population trend analysis (as required by the RLI, WBI 
and LPI) relies on systematic monitoring programs with adequate repeat surveys (ideally annually) 
and extensive spatial coverage (Rhodes et al., 2006, Gregory et al., 2005, OECD, 2003). The 
availability of data on biodiversity that meet such criteria presents obstacles for achieving equitable 
coverage, particularly for data-poor areas.  
Data poor areas typically coincide with the deforestation/degradation frontier and thus are where 
information is urgently needed to facilitate quick responses to mitigate the loss of biodiversity. 
Tropical regions are an epicentre of the global biodiversity crisis because they are the most specious 
and the most rapidly changing. In tropical regions monitoring data is typically sparse, along with 
general biological knowledge (Lawler et al., 2006), the availability of experts, and of how well land-
use impacts are understood (Law and Wilson, In Press). Data coverage for the LPI, for example, is 
explicitly noted to be better in temperate than tropical regions (Collen et al., 2013). Future 
development of biodiversity indicators must prioritize the facilitation of timely and efficient 
assessment in biodiverse but information-poor regions. 
The NI and NCI use data on habitat extent and quality, and these data types may be more readily 
obtained in data-poor areas through remote-sensing technology or land-use inventories (Kerr and 
Ostrovsky, 2003). However for the NCI, there is vagueness in relation to the metric that should be 
used to assess habitat quality (Czúcz et al., 2012) and even indirect proxies such as data on 
threatening processes (e.g. logging) can be included. Furthermore, relatively fine-resolution (e.g. < 1 
km2) ground measures or field validation of habitat quality data is required (Czúcz et al., 2012). The 
NI employs a range of information sources, which may be useful in data-poor areas, although care 
must be taken when combining data from different sources to ensure currencies are 
commensurable and to minimise duplication of information. Regardless of the type of input data, 
data that are measured in a consistent way (e.g. using comparable techniques at similar resolutions) 
are required to ensure valid comparisons among areas and between times. However, all of the 
indicators, with the exception of the WBI, are not underpinned by widely-accepted survey 
techniques. 
While the rationale for the construction of the indicators and the process required to populate these 
with data is quite well documented, there is subjectivity in relation to the choice of weightings and 
how these are applied, particularly for the RLI, NCI and the LPI. For the LPI, all declines, regardless of 
how close they bring a species to extinction, are considered equal (Collen et al., 2013). For the NI, all 
major ecosystems are weighted equally while some component indicators are given more weight. By 
combining quantity and quality into one indicator, the NCI relies on a hypothetical equivalence in 
terms of ecological value between smaller intact patches of habitat and patches that are larger, yet 
degraded. This might be acceptable for species with generalist habitat requirements but not for 
species with specialist requirements such as those requiring intact habitat over expansive areas. All 
weightings, even equal weighting, represent a choice that requires clear justification. An important 
question is “who should choose weightings?” Should it be scientific experts, policy-makers or 
stakeholders that are impacted by biodiversity change?  
All of the indicators are affected by error in the underlying data, sampling bias, sampling intensity 
and the timeframe assessed. The RLI, LPI and WBI allow for the estimation of confidence intervals on 
the rate of decline (and for the WBI trends lines are smoothed to control for sampling error). The NI 
allows confidence intervals to be generated for each ecosystem type based on three sources of data 
uncertainty: numerical uncertainty, data uncertainty and uncertainty because of lack of knowledge 
(Certain et al., 2011). In comparison, the NCI does not provide a measure of error although the 
results have been demonstrated to be sensitive to data and weightings employed for the quality 
measure (Czúcz et al., 2012). The establishment of systematic monitoring approaches would reduce 
uncertainty associated with reported values, although strict standards for data collection and 
analysis could further limit the spatial and temporal coverage of indicators.  
Conclusions 
All of the indicators reviewed here have been developed with a normative objective in mind (mostly 
to inform international biodiversity policy and associated targets or for communication). Ideally, 
biodiversity indicators should connect the field of ecological science with policy making or science 
communication. There are four main points of concern that ecologists and policy makers should 
keep in mind while assessing indicators. First, there is a tension between the needs of ecologists and 
those who form policy. Second, the indicator species that are often used are unlikely to be 
representative of biodiversity. Third, the spatial and temporal coverage of information is uneven. 
Finally, the indicators have been rarely used to evaluate the impacts of policy interventions. 
Ecologists are generally concerned with the quantitative attributes of an indicator, such as whether 
an indicator includes accurate data with an assessment of error or whether the indicator is 
representative. In terms of its development, the LPI represents a special case. The LPI was developed 
initially as a communications tool for a World Wildlife Fund campaign. However, the increasing role 
of the LPI as a policy tool for monitoring progress toward the CBD and other biodiversity targets, 
initiated efforts to improve the robustness, sensitivity and representativeness of the indicator 
(Collen et al., 2009, Collen et al., 2013). While the accuracy of indicators is important to scientists, it 
is potentially less important for the normative purposes of biodiversity indicators. The WBI is the 
only indicator that uses survey data of a defined standard and all indicators report mean trends, but 
does this matter? If this question is resolved in the early stages of indicator development then the 
level of fit of the indicator will be enhanced. Ultimately, indicators are intended to influence political 
decisions about the allocation of resources to an issue that society deems important (Robertson and 
Hull, 2001). However, the utility of the indicators to identify the underlying drivers of change and the 
impacts of policy is yet to be extensively tested. Instead a large amount of research and 
development has been focussed on the accuracy and representativeness of indicators. Ultimately, to 
be fit for purpose, the design and testing of indicators should be user-driven (Figure 3), involving 
policy makers, scientific experts, environmental groups, citizens and other important stakeholders 
(Dennis et al., 2009). 
 
 
  
  
 
Figure 3. An integrated approach to improve the extent to which biodiversity indicators are fit for purpose.  
References 
AEBISCHER, N. J., GREEN, R. E. & EVANS, A. D. 2000. From science to recovery: four case studies of 
how research has been translated into conservation action in the UK. In: AEBISCHER, N. J., 
EVANS, A. D., GRICE, P. V. & VICKERY, J. A. (eds.) Ecology and Conservation of Lowland 
Farmland Birds. Tring, UK: British Ornithologists’ Union. 
ANDELMAN, S. J. & FAGAN, W. F. 2000. Umbrellas and flagships: Efficient conservation surrogates or 
expensive mistakes? Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of 
America, 97, 5954-5959. 
BENEDEK, Z. 2014. On the potential policy use of some selected biodiversity indicators: limitations 
and recommendations for improvements ‒ Short Communication. Journal of Forest Science, 
60, 84-88. 
BOAKES, E. H., MCGOWAN, P. J. K., FULLER, R. A., DING, C. Q., CLARK, N. E., O'CONNOR, K. & MACE, 
G. M. 2010. Distorted Views of Biodiversity: Spatial and Temporal Bias in Species Occurrence 
Data. Plos Biology, 8. 
BONNEY, R., COOPER, C. B., DICKINSON, J., KELLING, S., PHILLIPS, T., ROSENBERG, K. V. & SHIRK, J. 
2009. Citizen science: A developing tool for expanding science knowledge and scientific 
literacy. Bioscience, 59, 977-984. 
BUBB, P. J., BUTCHART, S. H. M., COLLEN, B., DUBLIN, H., KAPOS, V., POLLOCK, C., STUART, S. N. & 
VIÉ, J.-C. 2009. IUCN Red List Index: Guidance for national and regional use. Switzerland: 
IUCN. 
BULL, J., GORDON, A., LAW, E., SUTTLE, K. & MILNER-GULLAND, E. 2014. Importance of baseline 
specification in evaluating conservation interventions and achieving no net loss of 
biodiversity. Conservation Biology, 28, 799-809. 
POLICY/PUBLIC IDEAL ECOLOGICAL IDEAL 
 
MAKING FIT FOR PURPOSE 
 
Clarification of user-needs 
 
 
Integrated development with 
stakeholders. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Quantitative, representative 
and accurate measure of 
change  
 
Data collation and integration 
follows systematic and consistent 
protocols and errors are known 
and reported. 
 
 
 
Can be used to assess drivers 
of change and evaluate 
actions. 
 
  
Trends are readily 
communicated. 
 
BUTCHART, S. H. M., RESIT AKÇAKAYA, H., CHANSON, J., BAILLIE, J. E. M., COLLEN, B., QUADER, S., 
TURNER, W. R., AMIN, R., STUART, S. N. & HILTON-TAYLOR, C. 2007. Improvements to the 
Red List Index. PLoS ONE, 2, e140. 
BUTCHART, S. H. M., STATTERSFIELD, A. J., BENNUN, L. A., SHUTES, S. M., AKCAKAYA, H. R., BAILLIE, J. 
E. M., STUART, S. N., HILTON-TAYLOR, C. & MACE, G. M. 2004. Measuring global trends in 
the status of biodiversity: Red list indices for birds. Plos Biology, 2, 2294-2304. 
BUTCHART, S. H. M., WALPOLE, M., COLLEN, B., VAN STRIEN, A., SCHARLEMANN, J. P. W., ALMOND, 
R. E. A., BAILLIE, J. E. M., BOMHARD, B., BROWN, C., BRUNO, J., CARPENTER, K. E., CARR, G. 
M., CHANSON, J., CHENERY, A. M., CSIRKE, J., DAVIDSON, N. C., DENTENER, F., FOSTER, M., 
GALLI, A., GALLOWAY, J. N., GENOVESI, P., GREGORY, R. D., HOCKINGS, M., KAPOS, V., 
LAMARQUE, J.-F., LEVERINGTON, F., LOH, J., MCGEOCH, M. A., MCRAE, L., MINASYAN, A., 
MORCILLO, M. H., OLDFIELD, T. E. E., PAULY, D., QUADER, S., REVENGA, C., SAUER, J. R., 
SKOLNIK, B., SPEAR, D., STANWELL-SMITH, D., STUART, S. N., SYMES, A., TIERNEY, M., 
TYRRELL, T. D., VIE, J.-C. & WATSON, R. 2010. Global Biodiversity: Indicators of Recent 
Declines. Science, 328, 1164-1168. 
CAILLON, S. & DEGEORGES, P. 2007. Biodiversity: negotiating the border between nature and 
culture. Biodiversity and Conservation, 16, 2919-2931. 
CALLICOTT, J. B., CROWDER, L. B. & MUMFORD, K. 1999. Current normative concepts in 
conservation. Conservation Biology, 13, 22-35. 
CERTAIN, G., SKARPAAS, O., BJERKE, J.-W., FRAMSTAD, E., LINDHOLM, M., NILSEN, J.-E., 
NORDERHAUG, A., OUG, E., PEDERSEN, H.-C., SCHARTAU, A.-K., VAN DER MEEREN, G. I., 
ASLAKSEN, I., ENGEN, S., GARNÅSJORDET, P.-A., KVALØY, P., LILLEGÅRD, M., YOCCOZ, N. G. & 
NYBØ, S. 2011. The Nature Index: A General Framework for Synthesizing Knowledge on the 
State of Biodiversity. PLoS ONE, 6, e18930. 
CHAMBERLAIN, D. E., FULLER, R. J., BUNCE, R. G. H., DUCKWORTH, J. C. & SHRUBB, M. 2000. Changes 
in the abundance of farmland birds in relation to the timing of agricultural intensification in 
England and Wales. Journal of Applied Ecology, 37, 771-788. 
COLLEN, B., LOH, J., WHITMEE, S., MCRAE, L., AMIN, R. & BAILLIE, J. E. M. 2009. Monitoring Change 
in Vertebrate Abundance: the Living Planet Index. Conservation Biology, 23, 317-327. 
COLLEN, B., MCRAE, L., LOH, J., DEINET, S., DE PALMA, A., MANLEY, R. & BAILLIE, J. E. M. 2013. 
Tracking Change in Abundance: The Living Planet Index. Biodiversity Monitoring and 
Conservation. Wiley-Blackwell. 
CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 2003. Handbook of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
London, Earthscan. 
CZÚCZ, B., MOLNÁR, Z., HORVÁTH, F., NAGY, G. G., BOTTA-DUKÁT, Z. & TÖRÖK, K. 2012. Using the 
natural capital index framework as a scalable aggregation methodology for regional 
biodiversity indicators. Journal of Nature Conservation, 20, 144-152. 
DENNIS, P., ARNDORFER, M., BALÁZS, K., D., B., B., B., BUNCE, R. G. H., CENTERI, C., CORPORAAL, A., 
CUMING, D., DECONCHAT, M., DRAMSTAD, W., ELYAKIME, B., FALUSI, E., FJELLSTAD, W., 
FRASER, M. D., FREYER, B., FRIEDEL, J. K., GEIJZENDORFFER, I., JONGMAN, R., KAINZ, M., 
MARCOS, G. M., GOMIERO, T., GRAUSGRUBER-GRÖGER, S., F., H., G., H., P., J., KELEMEN, E., 
R., K., MOAKES, S. R., NICHOLAS, P., PAOLETTI, M. G., PODMANICZKY, L., POINTEREAU, P., 
SARTHOU, J.-P., SIEBRECHT, N., SOMMAGGIO, D., STOYANOVA, S. D., TEUFELBAUER, N., 
VIAGGI, D., VIALATTE, A., T., W., F., W. & WOLFRUM, S. 2009. Conceptual foundations for 
biodiversity indicator selection for organic and low-input farming systems. 
http://www.biobio-indicator.org/deliverables/D21.pdf. 
FISCHER, J. & LINDENMAYER, D. B. 2007. Landscape modification and habitat fragmentation: a 
synthesis. Global Ecology and Biogeography, 16, 265-280. 
FOLKE, C., CARPENTER, S., WALKER, B., SCHEFFER, M., ELMQVIST, T., GUNDERSON, L. & HOLLING, C. 
S. 2004. Regime shifts, resilience, and biodiversity in ecosystem management. Annual 
Review of Ecology Evolution and Systematics, 35, 557-581. 
FRANKLIN, J. F. 1993. Preserving biodiversity: species, ecosystems or landscapes? Ecological 
Applications, 3, 202–205. 
GRANTHAM, H. S., PRESSEY, R. L., WELLS, J. A. & BEATTIE, A. J. 2010. Effectiveness of Biodiversity 
Surrogates for Conservation Planning: Different Measures of Effectiveness Generate a 
Kaleidoscope of Variation. Plos One, 5. 
GREGORY, R. D., G. NOBLE, D. & CUSTANCE, J. 2004. The state of play of farmland birds: population 
trends and conservation status of lowland farmland birds in the United Kingdom. Ibis, 146, 1-
13. 
GREGORY, R. D., STRIEN, A. V., VORISEK, P., MEYLING, A. W. G., NOBLE, D. G., FOPPEN, R. P. B. & 
GIBBONS, D. W. 2005. Developing indicators for European birds. . Philosophical Transactions 
of the Royal Society of London B, 360, 269–288. 
GREGORY, R. D. & VAN STRIEN, A. 2010. Wild bird indicators: using composite population trends of 
birds as measures of environmental health. Ornithological Science, 9, 3-22. 
HEINK, U. & KOWARIK, I. 2010a. What are indicators? On the definition of indicators in ecology and 
environmental planning. Ecological Indicators, 10, 584-593. 
HEINK, U. & KOWARIK, I. 2010b. What criteria should be used to select biodiversity indicators? . 
Biodiversity and Conservation, 19, 3769–3797. 
HOBBS, R. & NORTON, D. 1996. Towards a conceptual framework for restoration ecology. 
Restoration Ecology, 4, 93-110. 
HOOPER, D. U., ADAIR, E. C., CARDINALE, B. J., BYRNES, J. E. K., HUNGATE, B. A., MATULICH, K. L., 
GONZALEZ, A., DUFFY, J. E., GAMFELDT, L. & O'CONNOR, M. I. 2012. A global synthesis 
reveals biodiversity loss as a major driver of ecosystem change. Nature, 486, 105-U129. 
ISBELL, F., CALCAGNO, V., HECTOR, A., CONNOLLY, J., HARPOLE, W. S., REICH, P. B., SCHERER-
LORENZEN, M., SCHMID, B., TILMAN, D., VAN RUIJVEN, J., WEIGELT, A., WILSEY, B. J., 
ZAVALETA, E. S. & LOREAU, M. 2011. High plant diversity is needed to maintain ecosystem 
services. Nature, 477, 199-U96. 
IUCN 2014. The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2014.3. http://www.iucnredlist.org. 
Accessed on December 8 2014.: International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural 
Resources. 
JONES, J. P. G., COLLEN, B. E. N., ATKINSON, G., BAXTER, P. W. J., BUBB, P., ILLIAN, J. B., KATZNER, T. 
E., KEANE, A., LOH, J., MCDONALD-MADDEN, E. V. E., NICHOLSON, E., PEREIRA, H. M., 
POSSINGHAM, H. P., PULLIN, A. S., RODRIGUES, A. S. L., RUIZ-GUTIERREZ, V., SOMMERVILLE, 
M. & MILNER-GULLAND, E. J. 2011. The Why, What, and How of Global Biodiversity 
Indicators Beyond the 2010 Target 
El Porqué, Qué y Cómo de los Indicadores Globales de Biodiversidad Más Allá de la Meta 2010. 
Conservation Biology, 25, 450-457. 
JUSTUS, J., COLYVAN, M., REGAN, H. & MAGUIRE, L. 2009. Buying into conservation: intrinsic versus 
instrumental value. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 24, 197-191. 
KAREIVA, P., WATTS, S., MCDONALD, R. & BOUCHER, T. 2007. Domesticated nature: Shaping 
landscapes and ecosystems for human welfare. Science, 316, 1866-1869. 
KERR, J. T. & OSTROVSKY, M. 2003. From space to species: ecological applications for remote 
sensing. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 18, 299-305. 
KOYANAGI, T. F. & FURUKAWA, T. 2013. Nation-wide agrarian depopulation threatens semi-natural 
grassland species in Japan: Sub-national application of the Red List Index. Biological 
Conservation, 167, 1-8. 
LAMB, E. G., BAYNE, E., HOLLOWAY, G., SCHIECK, J., BOUTIN, S., HERBERS, J. & HAUGHLAND, D. L. 
2009. Indices for monitoring biodiversity change: Are some more effective than others? 
Ecological Indicators, 9, 432-444. 
LAW, E. A. & WILSON, K. A. In Press. Providing context for the land-sharing and land-sparing debate. 
Conservation Letters. 
LAWLER, J. J., AUKEMA, J. E., GRANT, J. B., HALPERN, B. S., KAREIVA, P., NELSON, C. R., OHLETH, K., 
OLDEN, J. D., SCHLAEPFER, M. A., SILLIMAN, B. R. & ZARADIC, P. 2006. Conservation science: 
a 20-year report card. Frontiers in Ecology & the Environment, 4, 473-480. 
LEWANDOWSKI, A. S., NOSS, R. F. & PARSONS, D. R. 2010. The Effectiveness of Surrogate Taxa for 
the Representation of Biodiversity. Conservation Biology, 24, 1367-1377. 
LOH, J., GREEN, R. E., RICKETTS, T., LAMOREUX, J., JENKINS, M., KAPOS, V. & RANDERS, J. 2005. The 
Living Planet Index: using species population time series to track trends in biodiversity. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B-Biological Sciences, 360, 289-295. 
MACARTHUR, R. H. & WILSON, E. O. 1967. The Theory of Island Biogeography, Princeton, New 
Jersey, USA, Princeton University Press. 
MACE, G. M. & BAILLIE, J. E. M. 2007. The 2010 Biodiversity Indicators: Challenges for Science and 
Policy. Conservation Biology, 21, 1406–1413. 
MAGUIRE, L. A. & JUSTUS, J. 2008. Why Intrinsic Value Is a Poor Basis for Conservation Decisions. 
BioScience, 58, 910-911. 
MARGULES, C. & SARKAR, S. 2007. Systematic Conservation Planning, Cambridge University Press. 
MINTEER, B. A. & MILLER, T. R. 2011. The New Conservation Debate: Ethical foundations, strategic 
trade-offs, and policy opportunities. Biological Conservation, 144, 945-947. 
NICHOLSON, E., COLLEN, B., BARAUSSE, A., BLANCHARD, J. L., COSTELLOE, B. T., SULLIVAN, K. M. E., 
UNDERWOOD, F. M., BURN, R. W., FRITZ, S., JONES, J. P. G., MCRAE, L., POSSINGHAM, H. P. 
& MILNER-GULLAND, E. J. 2012. Making Robust Policy Decisions Using Global Biodiversity 
Indicators. PLoS One, 7, e41128. 
NORMANDER, B., LEVIN, G., AUVINEN, A.-P., BRATLI, H., STABBETORP, O., HEDBLOM, M., GLIMSKÄR, 
A. & GUDMUNDSSON, G. A. 2012. Indicator framework for measuring quantity and quality of 
biodiversity—Exemplified in the Nordic countries. Ecological Indicators, 13, 104-116. 
NORTON 1987. Why Preserve Natural Variety?, Princeton University Press. 
NOSS, R. F. 1990. Indicators for monitoring biodiversity: a hierarchical approach. Conservation 
Biology 4, 355-364. 
OECD 2003. OECD Environmental Indicators. Development, Measurement and Use. 
OLIVER, I., BEATTIE, A. J. & YORK, A. 1998. Spatial fidelity of plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate 
assemblages in multiple-use forest in eastern Australia. Conservation Biology, 12, 822-835. 
PEREIRA, H. M., FERRIER, S., WALTERS, M., GELLER, G. N., JONGMAN, R. H. G., SCHOLES, R. J., 
BRUFORD, M. W., BRUMMITT, N., BUTCHART, S. H. M., CARDOSO, A. C., COOPS, N. C., 
DULLOO, E., FAITH, D. P., FREYHOF, J., GREGORY, R. D., HEIP, C., HOEFT, R., HURTT, G., JETZ, 
W., KARP, D. S., MCGEOCH, M. A., OBURA, D., ONODA, Y., PETTORELLI, N., REYERS, B., 
SAYRE, R., SCHARLEMANN, J. P. W., STUART, S. N., TURAK, E., WALPOLE, M. & WEGMANN, 
M. 2013. Essential Biodiversity Variables. Science, 339, 277-278. 
RHODES, J. R., TYRE, A. J., JONZEN, N., MCALPINE, C. A. & POSSINGHAM, H. P. 2006. Optimizing 
presence-absence surveys for detecting population trends. Journal of Wildlife Management 
70, 8-18. 
ROBERTSON, D. P. & HULL, R. B. 2001. Beyond biology: toward a more public ecology for 
conservation. Conservation Biology, 15, 970-979. 
SALA, O. E., CHAPIN, F. S., ARMESTO, J. J., BERLOW, E., BLOOMFIELD, J., DIRZO, R., HUBER-SANWALD, 
E., HUENNEKE, L. F., JACKSON, R. B., KINZIG, A., LEEMANS, R., LODGE, D. M., MOONEY, H. A., 
OESTERHELD, M., POFF, N. L., SYKES, M. T., WALKER, B. H., WALKER, M. & WALL, D. H. 2000. 
Biodiversity - Global biodiversity scenarios for the year 2100. Science, 287, 1770-1774. 
SARKAR, S. 2002. Defining biodiversity; Assessing Biodiversity. The Monist, 85, 131-155. 
SARKAR, S. 2008. Norms and the conservation of biodiversity. Resonance. 
SARKAR, S. & MARGULES, C. 2002. Operationalizing biodiversity for conservation planning. Journal of 
Bioscience, 27, 299-308. 
SILVERTOWN, J. 2009. A new dawn for citizen science. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 24, 467-471. 
SKARPAAS, O., CERTAIN, G. & NYBO, S. 2012. The Norwegian Nature Index - conceptual framework 
and methodology. Norsk Geografisk Tidsskrift-Norwegian Journal of Geography, 66, 250-256. 
SZABO, J. K., BUTCHART, S. H. M., POSSINGHAM, H. P. & GARNETT, S. T. 2012. Adapting global 
biodiversity indicators to the national scale: A Red List Index for Australian birds. Biological 
Conservation, 148, 61-68. 
TULLOCH, A. I. T., POSSINGHAM, H. P., JOSEPH, L. N., SZABO, J. & MARTIN, T. G. 2013. Realising the 
full potential of citizen science monitoring programs. Biological Conservation, 165, 128-138. 
UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME 1992. Rio Declaration on Environment and 
Development. UN Doc. A/CONF.151/26 (vol. I) / 31 ILM 874 (1992). Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. 
VAČKÁŘA, D., TEN BRINK, B., LOH, J., BAILLIE, J. E. M. & REYERS, B. 2012. Review of multispecies 
indices for monitoring human impacts on biodiversity. Ecological Indicators, 17, 58-67. 
WORM, B., BARBIER, E. B., BEAUMONT, N., DUFFY, J. E., FOLKE, C., HALPERN, B. S., JACKSON, J. B. C., 
LOTZE, H. K., MICHELI, F., PALUMBI, S. R., SALA, E., SELKOE, K. A., STACHOWICZ, J. J. & 
WATSON, R. 2006. Impacts of biodiversity loss on ocean ecosystem services. Science, 314, 
787-790. 
 
 
